This study examined how social desirability and religious fundamentalism may moderate relation-ships between religious orientation and measures of psychological and spiritual health. Intrinsics scored higher on fundamentalism but were not susceptible to a social desirability response bias. In multiple regression equations, intrinsic religion emerged as the strongest predictor of psychospiritual health. Fundamentalism added little or no variance in predicting psychological or spiritual well-being. Quest yielded negative correlations with social desirability and fundamentalism. High quest scorers also reported more personal distress and lower spiritual well-being. Social extrinsicness (Es) was unrelated to psychological or spiritual health whereas personal extrinsicness (Ep) predicted higher personal distress when social desirability and fundamentalism were controlled. Ep was also associated with a satisfying relationship with God but was unrelated to a sense of life satisfaction. With the exception of the extrinsic subscales, all religious measures exhibited good psychometric qualities. Ep and Es suffered from weak internal consistency Pargament, K. I. (2002) . The bitter and the sweet: An evaluation of the costs and benefits of religiousness. Psychological Inquiry, 13, 168-181.
Psychologists have tended to view religion from a distance as a global, undifferentiated, stable process that is largely good or largely bad. This article presents a more fine-grained analysis of religion and its implications for well-being, positive and negative. The empirical literature points to five conclusions. First, some forms of religion are more helpful than others. Well-being has been linked positively to a religion that is internalized, intrinsically motivated, and based on a secure relationship with God and negatively to a religion that is imposed, unexamined, and reflective of a tenuous relationship with God and the world. Second, there are advantages and disadvantages to even controversial forms of religion, such as fundamentalism. Third, religion is particularly helpful to socially marginalized groups and to those who embed religion more fully in their lives. Fourth, religious beliefs and practices appear to be especially valuable in stressful situations that push people to the limits of their resources. Finally, the efficacy of religion is tied to the degree to which it is well integrated in the individual's life. These conclusions belie stereotypes or simple summaries about religion. Instead, they suggest that religion is a richer, more complex process than psychologists have imagined, one that has the potential both to help and to harm. Questions about the general efficacy of religion should give way to the more difficult but more appropriate question, How helpful or harmful are particular forms of religious expression for particular people dealing with particular situations in particular social contexts according to particular criteria of helpfulness or harmfulness?
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